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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to communications filed March 17, 2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 30-32 are drawn towards a computer readable medium having program 
instructions. The computer readable medium defined in the specification is not in one of 
the statutory categories. The specification provides no explicit and deliberate definition 
of the computer readable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 -7, 9-1 1 , 1 3, 1 4, 1 6-24, 28-30 and 33-37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Moore (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0003135 A1). 

Regarding claims 1, 9, 16, 24 and 29, Moore teaches as follows: 
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a management station (digital computer system 100 in figure 1, see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0021]), comprising: 

a processor (CPU, 150 in figure 1, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0021]); 

memory in communication with the processor (155 in figure 1, see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0021]); 

program instructions stored in memory and executable on the processor to (see, 
e.g., page 2, paragraph [0022]); 

initiate execution of a particular device function that will use a driver (perform I/O 
operations on the various I/O devices contained in the system, see, e.g., page 2, 
paragraph [0022], lines 11-14); 

select a set of drivers (interpreted as a list of possible drivers) based upon 
defined device information (BUS driver, 260 in figure 2, generates a Physical Device 
Object (hereinafter PDO) and one or more device Ids for the device, see, e.g., page 3, 
paragraph [0028])(NEWDEV 210 in figure 2 calls SETUP 220 in figure 2 to build a list of 
possible drivers that can be used with device, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0034], lines 
1-3 and step 445 in figure 4); and 

call a routine (calling SETUP API) in a particular driver from the selected set of 
drivers (a list of possible drivers) which executes to determine whether the particular 
driver is most appropriate to perform the particular device function for a particular device 
(SETUP 220 in figure 2 assigns a rank to each possible driver in the list and selects the 
best driver for the newly detected device 165 in figure 1, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph 
[0035]). 
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Regarding claim 2, Moore teaches as follows: 

perform the particular device function based upon a response from the routine 
(SETUP is an application programming interface (API) that comprises software routines 
that perform various device driver installation tasks, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0026], 
lines 7-11). 

Regarding claims 3, 18 and 19, Moore teaches as follows: 
the program instructions, to initiate the execution of a particular device function 
and select a set of drivers, are provided within management software (interpreted as an 
operating system, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0024]) and wherein the program 
instructions to determine whether the particular driver is appropriate are provided within 
a particular driver (various software components that might be used by the operating 
system to install a driver for device such as INF files 205, a new device dynamic linked 
library (NEWDEV) 210, a setup application programming interface (SETUP), a PnP 
manager 280 in figure 2 and so on, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0025]). 
Regarding claim 4, Moore teaches as follows: 

the program instructions to determine whether the particular driver is appropriate 
execute to compare a device identifier (device ID) with a driver identifier (INF files 205 in 
figure 2 are a collection for driver information files that comprises information about 
drivers in the system, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0026], lines 1-3, which inherently 
includes driver identifier)(SETUP searches to find INF files that contain information that 
matches the device ID, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0034], lines 8-13). 
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Regarding claim 5, Moore teaches as follows: 

the device identifier is a system descriptor string (device descriptor from the 
device, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0028], lines 9-15). 
Regarding claim 6, Moore teaches as follows: 

the device identifier is a feature (interpreted as a function) enabled on the 
particular device (each configuration is associated with one or more functions, see, e.g., 
page 4, paragraph [0039]). 

Regarding claim 7, Moore teaches as follows: 

the device identifier is a management information base on the particular device 
(the device descriptor describes information about the USB device such as vender ID, 
product ID, revision number, and the number of configuration descriptors, see, e.g., 
page 4, paragraph [0039]). 

Regarding claim 10, Moore teaches as follows: 

program instructions within the particular driver which execute to initiate a 
determination of whether the particular driver is appropriate to perform the particular 
device function (SETUP 220 in figure 2 assigns a rank to each possible driver in the list 
and selects the best driver for the newly detected device 165 in figure 1 , see, e.g., page 
3, paragraph [0035]). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Moore teaches as follows: 

the INF files are a collection of driver information files that comprises information 
about drivers located on various storage media contained in the system (see, e.g., page 
2, paragraph [0026], lines 1-4); 
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the device ID is generated by concatenating the operating system ID with the 
device descriptor information and configuration descriptor information to form a 
character string that represent the device and operating system ( see, e.g., page 4, 
paragraph [0042], lines 10-14); and 

SETUP searches to find INF files that contain information that matches the 
device ID (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0034], lines 8-13). 

Therefore inherently the INF files include a set of extensible criteria to determine 
matching between the device ID and INF files. 

Regarding claim 13, Moore teaches as follows: 

the selection of a particular driver from the selected set of drivers is based upon 
a release date of the particular driver (the driver with the most recent date is selected, 
see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0035]). 

Regarding claims 14, 20, 23, 28 and 30, Moore teaches as follows: 
the selection of a particular driver from the selected set of drivers is based upon 
a device feature supported by the particular driver (the device ID is generated by 
concatenating the operating system ID with the device descriptor information and 
configuration descriptor information to form a character string that represent the device 
and operating system, see, e.g., page 4, paragraph [0042], lines 10-14)(each 
configuration is associated with one or more functions, see, e.g., page 4, paragraph 
[0039]). 

Regarding claim 17, Moore teaches as follows: 
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the routine executes if a driver cannot be determined based on the defined 
device information (SETUP 220 in figure 2 assigns a rank to each possible driver in the 
list and selects the best driver for the newly detected device 165 in figure 1 , see, e.g., 
page 3, paragraph [0035]). 

Regarding claims 21 and 22, Moore teaches as follows: 

organizing the set of drivers by a release date of each driver including searching 
the set of drivers from newest release date to oldest release date (the driver with the 
most recent date is selected, see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0035]). 

Regarding claims 33-37, regarding a management station, disclose similar 
limitations as claims 1 and 9 as explained above, therefore the limitations of claims 33- 
37 are met by Moore. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 15, 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moore (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0003135 A1). 

Regarding claim 15, Moore teaches as follows: 

the supported device feature is a security protocol (the device descriptor includes 
protocol associated with each interface, see, e.g., page 4, paragraph [0039]). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Moore to specify with a security protocol contained in the 
device descriptor. 

Regarding claims 25 and 27, Moore teaches as follows: 

the driver with the most recent date (interpreted as applicant's driver release 
date) is selected (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0035]); and 

SETUP 220 in figure 2 assigns a rank to each possible driver in the list and 
selects the best driver for the newly detected device 165 in figure 1 (see, e.g., page 3, 
paragraph [0035]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Moore to include a hierarchy in order to organize the 
driver release date. 

8. Claims 12, 26, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Moore (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0003135 A1) as applied to claims 9, 24 
and 29 above, and further in view of Philyaw (U.S. Patent No. 6,704,864 B1 ). 
Regarding claims 12, 26, 31 and 32, Moore teaches as follows: 
the INF files are a collection of driver information files that comprises information 
about drivers located on various storage media contained in the system (see, e.g., page 
2, paragraph [0026], lines 1-4); 

the device ID is generated by concatenating the operating system ID with the 
device descriptor information and configuration descriptor information to form a 
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character string that represent the device and operating system ( see, e.g., page 4, 
paragraph [0042], lines 10-14); 

the device descriptor describes information about the USB drive, such as vendor 
ID, product ID, revision number and the number of configuration descriptors (see, e.g., 
page 4, paragraph [0039]); 

the driver with the most recent date (equivalent to applicant's driver release date) 
is selected (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0035]); and 

SETUP searches to find INF files that contain information that matches the 
device ID (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0034], lines 8-13). 

Moore teaches all the limitations of claim except for specifying the firmware 
version identifier for the device and the driver version identifier. 

Philyaw teaches as follows: 

an architecture for automatically configuring software of a piece of equipment in 
communication with a network, the software associated with the select one of the one or 
more machine-resolvable codes is downloaded from the remote location to the piece of 
equipment, and the piece of equipment is then configured according to the software 
(see, e.g., col. 2, lines 6-21); and 

VRS database comprises firmware ID 3204 in figure 32B related to its version 
and driver ID 3206 in figure 32B related to its driver version (see, e.g., col. 38, lines 1- 
21). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Moore to include firmware version and driver version information for 
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a network device configuring process as taught by Philyaw in order to properly configure 
the network device based on the device or firmware information and the driver or 
software to be installed. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 3/17/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

A. Summary of Applicant's Arguments 

In the remarks, the applicant argues as followings: 

1) Regarding claims 1,9, 16, 24, 29 and 33, Applicant respectfully submits that 
the Moore reference does not teach "calling a routine in a particular driver from the 
selected set of drivers which executes to determine whether the particular driver is most 
appropriate to perform the particular device function for a particular device", as recited 
in independent claims 1,16, and 29. The Moore reference appears to use a PnP 
Manager (280) to manage software routines from the SETUP application programming 
interface (220) to select the best driver for a device using INF flies associated with the 
device and does not teach "performing analysis within the particular driver to determine 
whether the particular driver is appropriate to perform a particular device function", as 
recited in claim 24. 

B. Response to Arguments: 

In response to argument 1), Moore teaches as follows: 
SETUP is an application programming interface (API) that comprises software 
routines that perform various device driver installation tasks such as searching the INF 
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files and building a potential list of device drivers associated with the new device (see, 
e.g., page 2, paragraph [0026], lines 7-11); 

NEWDEV (New Device Dynamic Linked Library) is a DLL (NEWDEV is a 
software library that comprises software routines that are used to initiate the installation 
of a driver associated with a new device, see, e.g., page 2, paragraph [0025]-[0026]); 

NEWDEV calls SETUP to build a list of possible drivers that can be used with 
device (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0034], lines 1-2); and 

SETUP assigns a rank to each possible driver in the list and selects the best 
driver for device (see, e.g., page 3, paragraph [0035], lines 1-3). 

Therefore, the assigning a rank for the potential list of device drivers inherently 
includes a routine to determine which driver is the most appropriate for the particular 
device. 

As known in the art, a driver is a DLL. Support for this interpretation can be found 
at www.freebyte.com/drivers/#introduction. This reference states that, in response to the 
question "What is a Driver?", that "A driver is a program or DLL that controls a device" 
("Find Drivers" section, emphasis added). As such, it is the Examiner's position that the 
DLL NEWDEV would have reasonably of been interpreted as a device driver by one of 
ordinary skill in the art. By this rationale, the interpretation is proper and therefore the 
rejection is maintained. 

Claims are to be given their broadest reasonable interpretation during 
prosecution, and the scope of a claim cannot be narrowed by reading disclosed 
limitations into the claim. See In re Morris. 127 F.3d 1048, 1054, 44 USPQ2D 1023, 
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1027 (Fed. Cir. 1997); In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2D 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 
1989); In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404, 162 USPQ 541,550 (CCPA 1969). In addition, 
the law of anticipation does not require that a reference "teach" what an appellant's 
disclosure teaches. Assuming that reference is properly "prior art,'" it is only necessary 
that the claims "read on" something disclosed in the reference, i.e., all limitations of the 
claim are found in the reference, or "fully met" by it. Kalman v. Kimberly-Clark Corp., 
713 F.2d 760, 772, 218 USPQ 781,789 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

Conclusion 

1 0. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEONG S. PARK whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1597. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:00 - 3:30 
EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. S. P.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2154 
May 30, 2008 

/Joseph E. Avellino/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2146 



